Abstract By way of a retelling of the story of Montezuma's tragic end at the hands of his inhospitable guest, Cortés, this article recovers the spectral presence of wronged hosts in the history of international hospitality. While conditional hospitality, as Jacques Derrida shows, is stalked by the absent or wronged guest, unconditional hospitality is disturbed by the abused host. Derridean deconstruction allows for this counter-haunting, but the host-harming history of hospitality has nonetheless been neglected for two reasons which a genealogy of hospitality illuminates. First, because it is the hospitality narrative of the little people who, though risking more in offering hospitality, have been marginal in writing its history. Second, because the little people's narrative was overwritten by the Homeric account of hospitality-the unlimited welcome of heroes by their fellow elites. Offering more but risking less, this aristocratic hospitality narrative no longer portrayed hosting as precarious. What deconstruction and genealogy together show is that hospitality could never be anything other than precarious, lacking both conceptual stability and historical continuity. Thus the ethics of hospitality is always already a politics of hospitality.
Introduction
Approaching Tenochtitlan, Hernán Cortés' men let out a collective gasp of amazement.
Rising magnificently out of lake Texcoco, Montezuma's city seemed to come from another world to the dirt-poor pueblos they had left behind them in Spain; and indeed it did -the 'New World', discovered by men like themselves only 27 years before. The conquistadors, wondering whether they are dreaming, cannot marvel long at 'things never heard of, seen or dreamed of before'. 2 1 Many thanks to Naomi Baker; Renée Jeffery (and other participants at the Griffith University workshop where I presented an earlier version of this paper); Julian Reid; Julia Rudolph; three anonymous referees and the editors for their helpful comments. Down a wide causeway linking the city to the lake shore there must be a thousand men approaching, each dressed in rich clothes which make the troops suddenly aware of their own dishevelled appearance after months of hard campaigning. The atmosphere is tense, but as the delegation draws closer it is apparent that it is not armed. With growing relief, the troops watch as, one by one, the principal men of Tenochtitlan prostrate themselves before Cortés, each placing a hand against the ground and kissing it. It takes no less than an hour for them to extend their hospitable welcome to the Spanish leader thus. 3 Hospitality is a thoroughly precarious business, and necessarily so. Without the welcome of the stranger or foreigner there would be no hospitality, and yet the welcome is risky. If it were not, that could only be because we already know who we are inviting in, and know also of his good character and intentions. In which case he is not a stranger after all, and our 'hospitality' may not be worthy of the name. This paradox of hospitality, a paradox that, if we could escape it, would undermine hospitality itself, has been highlighted by Jacques Derrida. Derrida reminds us that the guest might be the very devil himself and that, if we want to be hospitable, this is a risk we just have to take. Yet Derrida spends much more time reflecting on the opposite and equally troubling paradox that the host of hospitality, necessary though he is, also behaves less than angelically both by limiting his welcome and, even when a welcome is offered, extending it only on his own terms. Thus Derrida, and those inspired by his deconstructive approach, have haunted inhospitable hosts with absent or abused guests, and have done so mostly by way of a critique of liberal democracies and their less then generous immigration and asylum policies. 5 My own intervention in this debate, which focuses rather on the problem of abused hosts, is similarly intended. Not at all as a fillip for those in rich and powerful states who would reject the claims of hospitality, but rather as a reminder that the little people risk far more, maybe all, in hospitality. There is, in short, a danger of conflating the problems and paradoxes of hospitality with secure and wealthy contemporary democracies. While the rampaging conquistadores who we will turn to shortly may no longer be with us, the problem of the inhospitable guest is surely as pertinent to international hospitality today as in the sixteenth century. To take just one example of this, in Bananas, Beaches and Bases, Cynthia
Enloe shows that tourism, as the world's largest industry, has woven patterns of inequality that are doing nothing less than restructuring international politics. 6 Included in this dense web of inequality is the guest as male sex tourist who explains why 'there are 400,000 more women than men living in Bangkok' and the thousands of military bases where, as in the time of the conquistadores, male guests who get to travel prey on female hosts who don't. 7 My intention in this article is thus to build on Jacques Derrida's insight that the ethics of hospitality is inseparable from very real decision on the welcome of the foreigner by considering in a more sustained way the problem of the inhospitable (host-harming) guest in the history of international hospitality. In addition to the violence of conditional hospitality,
we shall see that unconditional hospitality is violent too, forcing us back on to a politics of hospitality. To drive this point home, I start by retelling the woeful story of Montezuma, Aztec host and then hostage of Cortés and his band of inhospitable Spanish conquistadores in early sixteenth century Mexico.
8 5 Thanks to an anonymous referee for reminding me of the importance of this point.
Why Montezuma? As we shall see, no host has come closer to offering unconditional hospitality and never have the results of hospitality been more In the second half of the article, digging even deeper into the history of hospitality, I recover an ancient concern with the host-harming risks associated with hospitality that Montezuma so tragically exemplifies. What this long-lost discourse on the inhospitable guest suggests is that a genealogy of hospitality, yet to be attempted, would easily dispute the idea of a pure origin or unitary history of hospitality. Like reason, madness and other seemingly enduring things, hospitality is in fact radically discontinuous historically -as we will see when uncovering the profound shift between pre-Homeric and Homeric hospitality as evidenced in The Odyssey and in other traces in the surviving texts of antiquity. Pre-Homeric hospitality, the hospitality of the 'little people', was motivated by magico-religious xenophobia, literally by fear of strangers; Homeric hospitality by elite fear of the mob in the new city-sates of that era, which drove the elites of antiquity to build political allegiances by showing each other generous hospitality. Thus in antiquity we find two further explanations for why the host-harming history of hospitality has been neglected. First, because it is the hospitality narrative of the little people who, though risking more in offering hospitality, have been marginal in writing its history. Second, because the little people's narrative was overwritten by the Homeric account of hospitality-the unlimited welcome of heroes by their fellow elites. Offering more but risking less, this aristocratic hospitality narrative no longer portrayed hosting as precarious.
In conclusion, the deconstructive (Derridean) and genealogical (Foucauldian) perspectives on hospitality considered in parts one and two of the article respectively are brought together.
They are found to be complementary -just as deconstruction reveals that hospitality is not consistent with itself conceptually (hospitality calls for a welcome but the welcome might destroy hospitality), genealogy shows that it has been radically discontinuous with itself historically (the welcome of hospitality has signified not only very different but even incommensurable things over time). The end result of this thorough disenchantment of the ethics of hospitality is that the political is brought back into hospitality. Hospitality calls for a welcome, but there is always a decision on the welcome to be made.
I Spectres of Hospitality
At last crossing the bridge into Tenochtitlan, Cortés is taken aback by the broad, straight streets lined on every side with large and beautiful buildings. The main tower, he thinks aloud, is easily higher even than that of the cathedral of Seville. 9 Immediately he reproaches himself -this is no time to get lost in thought, he must be on his guard. For approaching now, attended by maybe two hundred men, comes Montezuma himself, lord of the Mexica. Cortés dismounts from his horse and advances towards him, only to be stopped by two attendant lords who prevent Cortés from reaching out his hand, making as if Montezuma is not to be touched. To Cortés great surprise, slowly, and without uttering a word, Montezuma too now stretches out to kiss the ground before him.
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Jacques Derrida has argued that ethics is hospitality. 11 As that which opens up to the facewhich is to say the uniqueness and irreplaceability -of the Other, the welcome of hospitality is the ethical moment itself. The face as that which is irreducible to a theme -resistant to the totalising effort to reduce the Other to the Same -is the quality which gives the face of the other a 'spectral aura'. 12 Since the guest, thus described, is the stranger in all his strangeness, true hospitality, on Derrida's reading of ethics, is necessarily unconditional. The domesticating violence, the violence of the host, characteristic of conditional hospitality besmirches the Other-regarding spirit of pure or unlimited hospitality. 13 Conditional hospitality assimilates, reducing difference to identity; unconditional hospitality speaks rather of a welcome of the Other in all his alterity, in recognition of his transcendence of any theme. 14 In this hyperbolic register Derrida's unconditional hospitality, which owes much to Emmanuel Levinas, involves the host giving way to the guest, such that the host is paradoxically the host of the guest, his hostage even. 15 As students of Derrida's aporetic thought will know, however, this is by no means the end of the matter. Just as much as being an ethic of unlimited hospitality in which the door is never closed and whoever comes comes, hospitality cannot only be Other-regarding. An inescapable condition of the door that opens to welcome the Other is a home with a Host. Sovereignty become as necessary to hospitalityethics as it is irreducible to it. 16 The at-home of hospitality cannot survive hospitality's unlimited form. However, though the at-home may be 'necessary' to it, hospitality continues to call for an unlimited welcome. In other words, hospitality is a 'self-contradictory' concept which 'selfdeconstructs'. 17 The welcome of hospitality is nothing less than the deconstruction of the athome on which it depends. For the home is a usurpation, a necessary but violent aspect of being -a taking the place of the Other whose face calls into question, contests even, my possession. 18 This contestation of possession is also the host put into question, which brings us back to the idea of the host as hostage. 19 My dwelling, in short, is haunted; there would indeed 'be no hospitality without the chance of spectrality'. 20 As Anne Dufourmantelle neatly summarises it: alerting us to, and troubling us with, this spectral aspect of the home is then Salman Rushdie the freedom of the city and declare itself a "City of Asylum" for persecuted intellectuals'. Derrida's challenge to the IPW is to recall Hannah Arendt's observation that, just as a dog with a name has a better chance of survival than a stray, so a famous refugee is much more likely to be afforded the protection of a state than an unknown one.
40 36 Derrida, Of Hospitality, 27 and 71-3.
Noting the particular relevance of this remark to a network seeking refuge for writers with an international profile, Derrida raises the spectre of 'the foreigner in general, the immigrant, the exiled, the deported, the stateless or the displaced person'. To cite only 'the best known would risk sending the anonymous others back into the darkness from which they find it hard 37 Ibid., 27. 38 Casas, a contemporary of, and witness to, the Spanish conquests throughout the Americas, frames his polemic against the conquistadores in terms of the cruel usurpations of guests shown generous hospitality by their hosts. In just one of many such tales of inhospitality he recounts that,
Since all the settlements of the Indians in this fertile land were situated in the midst of gardens and orchards, the Christians resided in them, each Christian taking over the houses of the Indians who had been allocated to him according to the royal grant known as the encomienda. The Indian who had owned the house now worked for the Christian as his servant, cooking his meals, tilling the soil, working without rest. Oh, the pitiful Indians! Men and women, the aged and the children all worked for this Spanish Christian. For the children, as soon as they could stand on their legs, were put to work. And thus the Indians have been used up and consumed, and the few who survive are still being wasted away. 43 We shall revisit the idea of guests 'using up' the host's substance, for despite finding an unwarranted echo in contemporary rhetoric against asylum seekers and refugees, it seems long to have been of genuine concern to those who recognise, as xenophobes do not, the claims of hospitality. 44 Returning for now to Las Casas' concern for non-European hosts, such concern can be found also in Kant's Perpetual Peace. inhospitable conduct of the civilised states of our continent, especially the commercial states, the injustice which they display in visiting foreign countries and peoples (which in their case is the same as conquering them) seems appallingly great.
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It was for this reason also, it seems, that Kant endorsed China and Japan's attempt to limit their hospitality to visitation only -any additional entitlement to reside in these countries would require a mutually consistent agreement between the visitor and the visited. Kant's limitation on hospitality, Brown argues, therefore represents 'not an effort to promote a xenophobic nationalism', but rather 'an attempt to limit imperial colonialism abroad'.
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On Cortés telling, three days after guests are supposed, like fish, to begin to stink (that is, after six days), consideration of the guest's security and of the interests of the King of Spain (being the same) led him to contemplate taking Montezuma into his power: 48 'In order that he should not retreat from the willingness he showed to serve Your Majesty; but chiefly because we Spaniards are rather obstinate and persistent...'. 49 Cortés himself, it seems, was well aware that his band of inhospitable conquistadores had began to smell. Security was uppermost in Cortés mind since he knew that Montezuma, while avowing unconditional hospitality, could be sovereign if he chose to be. Cortés had noted 'that if the inhabitants of the city wished to betray us they were very well equipped for it by the design of the city, for once the bridges had been removed they could starve us to death without our being able to reach the mainland'. If the two meanings of hospitality remain irreducible, it is always in the name of pure or hyperbolic hospitality that it is necessary, in order to render it as effective as possible, to invent the best arrangements, the least bad conditions, the most just legislation ... It is often forgotten that it is in the name of unconditional hospitality (which gives its meaning to all welcoming of the foreigner) that we must try to determine the best conditions, that is to say some particular legislative limits, and especially a particular application of the laws.
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Yet Derrida also acknowledges that the guest may contest my being-at-home even to the extent of bringing death and destruction to it; the one who comes may be the very 'figure of evil'. 57 Of course, as we have seen, this double-bind is inescapable since 'this possible hospitality to the worst is necessary so that good hospitality can have a chance'. Moctezuma had ordered. And when he summoned the nobles, they no longer paid attention to him, but rather, they were angry; they no longer accepted him; they no longer acted on his behalf; he was no longer obeyed. However, they gave [the Spaniards] everything they required -food, water, and fodder for the horses.
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The implication of this account is that Mexica hospitality was not limited to obeying Montezuma's orders, continuing even when he himself was no longer in command.
Regardless, the treachery of the Spanish guests towards their hosts had only just begun. With
Montezuma imprisoned and Cortés campaigning elsewhere, the remaining conquistadores, instability of the concept of hospitality which deconstruction demonstrates, hospitality itself can never point the way when strangers knock at the door. While the face of the Other calls for -even demands -a welcome, there is always a decision on the welcome to be made.
Hospitality can haunt, but it cannot guide.
II Towards a Genealogy of Hospitality
Another way of demonstrating the irreducibly political aspect of hospitality goes via a genealogy of hospitality. This has not yet been attempted. Genealogy, Michel Foucault tells us, is characterised by opposition to the search for origins, unity and teleology in history.
Taking origins, first, genealogical analysis finds at the historical beginning of things -things, like hospitality, 'that continue to exist and have value for us'-not 'lofty origins' or 'inviolable identity' but disparity and accident, emergences for which no one is responsible, in which 'no one can glory' and which are 'capable of undoing every infatuation'. 75 In terms of the history of things, genealogy finds not 'linear development', 'words that keep their meaning', 'the gradual curve of evolution', 'the meta-historical deployment of ideal signification', or 'immobile forms that precede the external world of accident and succession'. Instead of the enduring essence of things or unbroken continuity, genealogy notes the role of chance and vicissitude in history, the 'invasions, struggles, plundering, disguises, ploys', 'ancient proliferation of errors', 'unsteady victories and unpalatable defeats', the 'dispersion of forgotten things', and the 'endless play of dominations'. 76 As with deconstruction, genealogy is therefore 'directed against identity', fragmenting that which 'was thought unified', revealing 'the heterogeneity of what was imagined consistent with itself'. 77 In what follows I show that hospitality is rich pickings for a genealogical study. Foucault's examination of reason led him to learn that it was born from that 'altogether "reasonable"' thing -chance. So too shall we see that hospitality emerged from something altogether inhospitable -magico-religious fear of strangers; in a word, from xenophobia. Initial genealogical investigations into the history of hospitality also easily reveal that hospitality lacks a unitary history, witnessing many discontinuities such as the overwriting of popular by aristocratic hospitality in antiquity which is also the subject of this section. Given that genealogy 'operates ... on documents which have been scratched over and recopied many times', The Odyssey seems like a good place to start our investigations.
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Like a doppelganger of Immanuel Levinas' Totality and Infinity, which Derrida has claimed 'bequeaths to us an immense treatise of hospitality', The Odyssey passes down an epic tale of inhospitality. 79 Central to the latter's narrative, and especially to its gory dénouement, is the terrible judgement passed, and finally executed, on the suitors of Odysseus' wife, Penelope.
And for what are the suitors condemned? Not for wanting Penelope's hand, but rather for their wanton wasting of their absent host's estate, which is his very substance. Repeatedly, throughout the epic, the suitors are described as wasters; in taking over Odysseus' household and living off his estate they have carried out a 'gross perversion of the convention of xenia' or guest friendship. 80 Early on in the epic, Odysseus' son, Telemachus, reports of these They slaughter our oxen, our sheep, our fattened goats; they feast themselves and drink our sparkling wine -with never a thought for all the wealth that is being wasted.
The truth is there is no one like Odysseus in charge to purge the house of this blight.
We are not able to defend ourselves: we would prove miserably weak, quite untrained to fight. courtly tradition and its culture of unconditional hospitality, 'the wasters could no longer be presented as mere guests, but had to be assigned a different role':
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Given the presence of a queen with an absent spouse, the poet, as I reconstruct the process, transmuted the figures of wasteful guests into those of importunate suitors.
But the emotion-laden denouement which I shall try to show was appropriate to the early form of the tale was too deeply embedded in the story to be discarded. Conflated with the theme of a returning hero's identification by a test of strength, it resulted in the story of the massacre as we have it.
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Levy argued, pointing to further evidence in the Iliad, that the contrast between the 'great'
and 'little' traditions, which here maps onto that between unlimited and limited hospitality, is perceived in the two strikingly different ways in which the theme of the stranger seeking shelter is handled in the Odyssey. 87 It is well to receive the stranger generously as he may be a god in disguise (indeed, Zeus himself, as both father of the gods and, as Zeus Xenios, the divinity associated with strangers and the guest-friendship that should be shown to them 88 85 Ibid., 147.
), testing the host's hospitality. But for the little people this means that hospitality is prudent, while for the aristocratic tradition it implies reverence of the gods, of the will of Zeus. The aristocratic tradition implies a boundless hospitality, hospitality as piety; the little tradition a limited hospitality, hospitality as necessary but dangerous. The little tradition's emphasis on the rights of hosts vis-à-vis guests is downplayed almost to the point of extinction in The Odyssey (though its ghostly trace remains in the epic's dénouement), which focuses rather on the host's limitless generosity becoming a problem only in the case of the guest who wishes to move on. Reflecting the values of the courtly tradition, unconditional hospitality is thus valorised in The Odyssey even when charting its limits: as Telemachus is made to say, 'It is just as evil to push out a guest who is unwilling to leave as it is to retain one who longs to depart'. 90 Indeed, the sentence that follows this one:
'One should entertain the guest who is present, and send on the one who wishes to go' apparently so offended the aristocratic tradition of unconditional hospitality that it was omitted from later versions. 91 The little man, meanwhile, was less forgetful of the limits of hospitality because, in his poverty, he had to be mindful of the generous host 'beset by guests who abuse his hospitality to such an extent that they threaten his livelihood. By destroying his substance, they are in fact destroying him'. Thankfully, in this case the gods step in 'to punish this symbolic homicide with death'. Levy's hypothesis is that this tale was commonly told by those little people who fail to write history as it provided a much needed counterpoint to the god-in-disguise (theoxenic) injunction to unconditional hospitality -a parallel (now spectral) story setting limits to the host's obligations by imposing divine sanctions on What Bolchazy's account of the xenophobic aspect of pre-historic hospitality describes is the fearful and exposed host of the little people's hospitality narrative found in
The Odyssey. What Bolchazy does not notice about his schema is that it is also a story of the transformation of hospitality, in his final two stages (antiquity), from a communal practice to a largely elite activity. Hospitality in this period witnesses a radical disjuncture, beginning with xenophobia and ending with elite xenophilia; starting with fear of the stranger and finishing with fear of the mob. Though it becomes more cosmopolitan, it also becomes less popular. Indeed, by the high Roman era the xenophobic stages of hospitality are entirely hidden from view behind a cosmopolitan yet aristocratic veneer. no involuntary obligation to anyone; the guest-friendships he contracted were his own private affair.
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Hospitality was offered with such largesse by Homeric heroes because it could be; but these heroes were also thereby able to preserve their elite power in a changing world of emerging city states through the mutual recognition that hospitality afforded. This is a strategy elites continue to utilise even to this day in a world of nation states and their ostentatiously hospitable summit meetings, state visits and exchange of diplomats. 100 Guest-friendship ties thus acted as a repository of heroic values in the ancient world, enabling aristocrats in the first city states to 'find assistance in their political struggles and refuge in defeat':
Guest friendship served as a device for the promotion of the material and political interests of the elites engaged in it. ...
[Indeed] at times the horizontal ties of solidarity which linked together the elites of separate communities were stronger than the vertical ties which bound them to their inferiors within their own communities.
Outside the city, guest friendship functioned as a major device in the formation of the ruling circles of the great territorial empires. The Persian syngenics, Macedonian hetairoi and Hellenistic philoi were all composed of a narrow core of kin and a wide periphery of guest-friends drawn from an astonishing variety of localities.
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The elite nature of the unconditional hospitality or ritualised guest-friendship of antiquity is then its chief attribute. Herman shows that it was an 'overwhelmingly upper class institution' It is partly because of this long-standing connection between aristocratic and unconditional hospitality that hospitality does not continue to have the baleful connotations for hosts that it had earlier; for the history of hospitality has largely been (over)written by elites welcoming fellow elites as friends, and not by the little people for whom hospitality meant the welcome of the stranger in all his (quite possibly malevolent) strangeness. Thus if deconstruction recovers the host haunted by the absent or wronged guest, by the hospitality he has withheld, 102 Ibid., 34. 103 Ibid., 37. 104 Ibid., 162. Herman also demonstrates (p. 36) that guest-friendship was far superior to marriage in this regard. 105 Ibid., 164.
genealogy recovers the host haunted by fear of the guest, by the hospitality he has offered that may prove his undoing. Derrida reminds us, speaking of the host, that because my 'at home' supposes a reception of the other in terms of appropriation, control, and mastery, in short 'according to different modalities of violence, there is a history of hospitality, an always possible perversion of the law of hospitality'. 106 Yet there is another history of hospitality too, a history of (and of the fear of) appropriation, control and mastery not of the guest but of the host. This history has been neglected: in part because it is the fearful history of the little people who have always risked more in offering a welcome to the stranger but whose stories are marginal; in part because it has been overwritten by an elite hospitality which itself reflected a shift away from communal fear of strangers to elite fear of the mob. Derrida often points out that 'host' and 'hostility' share a common root 107 -we know to beware Cyclops, paradigm of brutality towards guests. 108 But the overlooked counter-warning, made by the little people who remain closer to that hospitality which is linked to xenophobia, is to watch out for Cortés too. Montezuma the host stands as a neglected remainder of unconditional hospitality-a ghostly presence that unsettles the takings of the guest. Hospitality is haunted indeed.
Hospitality calls for genealogy as much as it calls for deconstruction. Together, genealogy and deconstruction show that hospitality is inherently heterogeneous or impure, lacking the
